INTRODUCTION
Performance is seemingly an obsession with governments around the world. As Frederickson and Smith (2003, 208) point out, " [a] ccountability for conducting the public's business is increasingly about performance rather than discharging a specific policy goal within the confines of the law."
Evidence for "this general advocacy of a performance orientation" (Pollitt and Bouckaert 2004, 126 ) is found, for example, in the European Commission's commitment to "more efficient, performance-oriented working methods" (EC 2000, 8) , in the British government's widespread use of performance targets (James 2001) The PART was developed to assess and improve program performance so that the Federal government can achieve better results. A PART review helps identify a program's strengths and weaknesses to inform funding and management decisions aimed at making the program more effective. The PART therefore looks at all factors that affect and reflect program performance including program purpose and design; performance measurement, evaluations, and strategic planning; program management; and program results. Because the PART includes a consistent series of analytical questions, it allows programs to show improvements over time, and allows comparisons between similar programs." U.S. OMB (2005) With so much attention being paid to performance by policy makers, the public management literature's neglect of relationships between management and performance came under mounting criticism. Peters and Savoie (1998) indicted the literature for being overly descriptive in regard to performance and only comparing measures of performance between countries. Additionally, Pollitt (2000) noted that very little effort has been devoted to rigorous empirical verification of claimed results or to the identification of causal relationships underlying them. Boyne et al. (2003, 2) asserted that "the academic community has not taken seriously the need to evaluate public management reforms." Fortunately, public management scholars have begun to devote greater effort to determining how best to measure and achieve improved performance. Of particular note is the work of Pollitt (2000), Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) , Boyne (2003) , Boyne et al (2003) , Hill and Lynn (2005) , and Forbes and Lynn (forthcoming) all of which synthesize research findings from individual studies in various countries in an effort to identify general relationships between public management and governmental performance.
This chapter synthesizes the findings of analyses by Hill and Lynn (2005) and Forbes and Lynn (forthcoming) (hereafter referred to as HL and FL) of what public management scholars are studying, how they are modeling causal relationships between management and performance and, selectively and collectively, what they are finding. For the purposes of this paper, we define government performance as the character and consequences of service provision by public agencies. The logic of governance framework utilized in this chapter (and explained below) considers performance measured in terms of government/public sector outputs; of markets, firms, or private sector outcomes; and of outcomes for individuals, groups, and societies.
Of special interest is the striking tendency in American and international empirical literatures toward hierarchical explanations of public service delivery and of the consequences of public policies and programs, a finding at variance with the view of governance as increasingly networked and associational rather than traditionally hierarchical. Following discussion of the HL and FL research syntheses, we will review this finding and its implications for governance research and practice.
EVALUATING RESEARCH ON PUBLIC MANAGEMENT AND PERFORMANCE
A comparative, international view of public management and performance necessarily begins with a review of relevant empirical literature. A number of questions immediately arise.
Should studies included in the review meet certain methodological standards? Should they be grouped by type of service such as human services or regulatory activities? Should they be restricted to certain types of functional activities such as implementation or contracting? How should "public management" and "performance" be defined? Clearly, no one right answer to each question exists. Rather, a research synthesis may differ with regard to focus, goals, organization, and other characteristic features (Cooper 1988) .
In contrast to either literature reviews commonly seen in individual research papers, which appropriately focus on the specific substantive topics considered in the paper, or to more formal meta-analyses, which use statistical methods to summarize the findings of a number of individual studies (Glass 1976) , our goal in HL and FL is to provide a synoptic view of the research on public sector governance from U.S. and international (primarily European, Englishlanguage) sources. We describe the types of governance relationships that researchers are investigating across a wide range of disciplines, subdisciplines, and fields. A second option, then, is to go straight to the subject matter by classifying and describing research that originates within a particular discipline, such as economics or public health. A third and related option is to classify and describe research that pertains to a particular substantive feature such as implementation or organization type such as nonprofit organizations.
These options share the drawback that they unnecessarily restrict the breadth of comparison. For example, research on education occurs in departments of economics, education, human development, political science, public administration, public management, public policy, and sociology, and appears in various disciplinary and field journals. Similarly, research findings in the context of one type of setting or organization may have parallels in other areas. While these options partly cover substantive issues, neither addresses the topic of how these issues can be understood across substantive fields.
Yet another option, which we have followed in the work reported below, is to select studies using a particular conceptual view of governance. Such a strategy would not be appropriate for a synthesis that sought, for example, to produce a statistical estimate of an overall effect size associated with a specific intervention. However, our strategy fits our goal of understanding how researchers conceptualize and understand what works, and how it works, placing these questions in the wider conceptual construct of public governance.
A Logic of Governance
A common theme in the work of governance scholars is that the rule of law -including lawmaking, its adjudication, and its institutional expressions -is a useful starting point for analyzing governance and interpreting relevant empirical research. Underlying this notion is recognition that governance involves means for achieving direction, control, and coordination of individuals or organizational units on behalf of their common interests (Vickers 1983; Wamsley 1990; Lynn, Heinrich and Hill 2001) . From this starting point, it is possible to construct an analytic framework that provides conceptual order to the systematic empirical study of governance.
Public sector governance has been defined as "regimes of laws, rules, judicial decisions, and administrative practices that constrain, prescribe, and enable the provision of publicly supported goods and services" through formal and informal relationships with agents in the public and private sectors (Lynn, Heinrich and Hill 2000a , 2000b . Any governance regime is the outcome of a dynamic process that can be summarized in terms of a core logic.
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This process links several aspects of collective action and may be expressed in the following set of hierarchical interactions that has been characterized by others as a "chain of delegation" (Lupia and McCubbins 2000; Strøm 2000) : collective choice, and operational choice. These refer, respectively, to decision-making about rules that guide choice at the collective level, decision-making about rules that guide choices at the operational level, and decisions associated with frontline work or the day-to-day activities of "street-level" administrative practice. Toonen (1998, 235) points out that "[t]he three worlds approach…opens up an understanding of public administration that goes very much beyond the organization. The three levels do not refer to different layers within a formal structure. Rather, they have to be understood as nested systems and subsystems of public policy, administrative behavior, or institutional macro structures."
The approach is also not unique to the study of U.S. public governance. Referring to parliamentary democracies as well as presidential democracies, Strøm (2000, 266; cf. Lupia and McCubbins 2000) describes a "chain of delegation" in "contemporary democracies, from voters all the way to civil servants that ultimately implement public policy…in which those authorized to make political decisions conditionally designate others to make such decisions in their name and place."
The logic of governance described above, and the one that we employ in our syntheses of U.S. and international research, is consistent with, but more differentiated than, these other similar frames. In general, reference to a logic of governance encompassing interactions across different levels is useful in the design and in the synthesis of empirical research because it serves as a reminder of the endogeneity of complex governance processes and because it assists in integrating the findings of dispersed but conceptually-related literatures. Toonen (1998, 248) argued that the Kiser and Ostrom's three-worlds "framework clarifies, for example, that reform and change at one level of analysis presupposes certain conditions at other levels of analysis."
Stated differently, reference to a wider logic or framework makes explicit the types of factors that are "presupposed" by the researcher, but that might in fact affect the relationships under study. Another advantageous feature of the three-worlds approach, in Toonen's (1998) view, is that it can accommodate "more subtle and differentiated conceptualizations which allow us to go somewhat deeper into the actual operation of the system instead of simply scratching the surface" in comparative public administration research (237). The logic of governance just outlined provides even further leverage for assessing literature across space, time, method, and substance. of the authors were American, and few of the studies were generated at U.S. universities. All articles were published in English.
Syntheses of U.S. and International Governance Research
Articles were included in the FL and HL syntheses if they explicitly specified causal or reduced form relationships between variables from two or more not-necessarily adjacent levels of the logic of governance. Dependent variables were identified as being causally associated with independent variables at either higher or lower levels in the logic. Studies confined to a single level of governance were excluded from our reviews.
We used the analytic scheme summarized in Appendix A to code the dependent and independent variables whose causal relations were under investigation in each study. 2 Thus each study was characterized by its location within the logic of governance. The coded information was entered into a spreadsheet that included identifiers (author, date, journal), the governance 2 We generally did not code the control variables in each study. In a separate but related project, we are examining particular groups of studies in order to assess the uses and consequences of such controls for the validity of the studies' findings and for our ability to synthesize findings across studies.
relationships examined, the logic-of-governance codes, and the primary research method.
Our reviews characterized broad patterns of research strategies and findings relating to governance, allowing us to provide a synoptic view of governance research to draw out the implications for practice and for research. Through canvassing public governance research across a wide range of disciplines and subfields and across U.S. and international research, we can discover the types of governance relationships that researchers are examining. In HL and FL, we show the full distributions of studies across the logic of governance. In this chapter, we focus primarily on the results of our syntheses that pertain to public management and performance.
PUBLIC MANAGEMENT IN A LOGIC OF GOVERNANCE
Within the multi-level logic of governance, the study of public management is concerned with managerial activity itself: the discretionary choices of actors in managerial roles, choices that are, of course, both enabled and constrained by formal authority. The need for management arises when legislation has explicitly delegated the authority to choose appropriate actions to executive agencies, when legislative mandates are ambiguous, necessitating decisions by managers as to how they should be interpreted and implemented and when fulfilling policy objectives requires managerial judgment in applying rules and standards in particular classes of cases. Because managerial discretion is virtually inevitable-few policy and service delivery domains can be completely governed by a priori rules-managerial choices are almost always a factor in government performance. But how much of a factor, under what circumstances, and compared to what?
To proceed, it will be helpful to define public management. Pollitt and Bouckaert (2004) imply that public management is concerned with adapting the structures and processes of public sector organizations so as to ensure good organizational performance. A more elaborate version of this perspective is provided by Lynn (2003) , who views public management as having three distinct but interrelated dimensions: the formal structures and processes of government, the practices and craftsmanship of individual public managers, and the taken-for-granted beliefs and values that infuse public organizations and their managers, thereby transforming them into institutions. In the HL and FL studies, public management was regarded, in the first instance, as craft activity, that is, as comprising variables whose values are determined by the deliberate choices of public managers. We then surveyed the studies in our databases to see how public management activity was conceptualized and operationalized by investigators across a range of disciplines and domains.
From the 344 studies in the HL synthesis and 88 studies in the FL synthesis that used public management as either a dependent or independent variable, three broad types of public management constructs were identified:
( As shown in the "Total" row of Table 1 , HL found that management variables were used almost twice as often as independent variables than as dependent variables (244 compared to 138). The ratio was slightly less, but still pronounced, for studies in the FL synthesis. Thus, both U.S. and international studies tended toward using measures of public management to explain governance phenomena, rather than considering management as a phenomenon to be explained.
[ closely with particular e-and f-level categorizations using a logic of governance framework, include quantity of outputs, quality of outputs, efficiency, equity, outcomes, value for money, and consumer satisfaction. Pollitt (2000) sets forth broader criteria for performance: savings, improved processes, improved efficiency, greater effectiveness, and an increase in the overall capacity/flexibility/resilience of the administrative system as a whole.
Examined within a logic of governance, we define measures of performance at the service delivery, consequences/outcomes, and stakeholder assessment levels (see Appendix A).
At the level of primary work or service transactions (e-level), performance measures are primarily conceived as changes in accountability, efficiency, costs, or quality. Performance changes at the f-level largely measure broader changes in the final outputs/outcomes of a particular program or changes in law. 4 Finally, stakeholder assessments of agency or program performance (g-level) may themselves be considered measures of performance.
The distribution of performance variables examined in the HL and FL syntheses was quite similar: service-delivery and consequences (e-level and f-level) variables were by far the most common dependent variables overall, each used in about one-quarter to one-third of all studies examined. In contrast, these types of variables were infrequently used as independent variables. 5 As shown in Appendix A, f-level performance variables were classified as either outputs or outcomes, and within each of these categories, further subdivided into whether they measured results with respect to government/public sector, the private (market) sector, or individuals/society. The distribution of studies across these six subcategories was remarkably similar in the HL and FL syntheses, where the modal categories were individual/society outputs and outcomes. In contrast to the heavy use of e-and f-level dependent measures, stakeholder assessments of performance (g-level) were the least-frequently used dependent (and independent) variables in the HL synthesis, and among the least-frequently used in the FL synthesis.
Overall, the body of relevant research on performance comprises primarily longitudinal studies, usually consisting of before-and-after or interrupted time series studies that attempt to associate results or improvements with the reforms that produced them, both with and without performance, and quality (Barnett and Newberry 2002) ; and changes in transportation service delivery efficiency (Pina and Torres 2001 ). HL's review included studies that examined e-level performance such as school district efficiency (Grosskopf et al. 2001) ; initiation, completion, and pace of Superfund site cleanup (Hird 1990 ); mental health service coverage (Grusky and Adams 1994); accessibility to disability benefits (Rosenheck, Frisman, and Kasprow 1999) ; and expenditures on capital, water, sewers, and highways (Nunn 1996 ).
Among studies that tested for performance changes at the output/outcome level (f-level), the primary focus of research included in both the HL and FL studies was on the individual/societal level rather than on outputs and outcomes for the public or private sectors.
Examples of performance outputs at the individual/societal level in the studies examined by HL and FL include: homicide rates, school test performance, school dropout rates, welfare payments and employment rates for welfare-to-work clients, households' expenditures on food, recidivism, use of bicycle helmets, and citizen participation in local recycling programs. Individual/societal outcomes included in the studies included changes in workforce quality and productivity, development of active citizenship among young people, heightened public knowledge about health issues, earnings impacts for clients in local welfare-to-work programs, exits from poverty, and life saving effects of seat belts. Among studies examining g-level dependent variables, most are concerned with stakeholder assessments of changes to government services and programs. Examples include the privatization of services (Poister and Henry 1994, Becker, Dluhy and Topinka 2001) , citizen opinions on drugs chosen by the legislature for higher reimbursement in Finland (Vuorenkoski et al, 2003) , and the effects of client influence in program decisions on their assessment of government programs in the U.K. (Bache 2001) .
WHAT AFFECTS GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE?
The distributions of independent variables in studies that sought to explain dependent variables at the e,f, or g-levels are shown in Table 2 . We first examine the patterns for primary work variables (top panel). First, both HL and FL syntheses found very few studies that sought to explain primary work as a function of output/outcomes at the f-level, or of stakeholder assessments at the g-level: the explanations for primary work came from "above" in the logic.
Second, an emphasis on structural (c-level) and management (d-level) variables was evident as explanatory factors for primary work across both U.S. and international studies About half of the U.S. and international studies used structural variables to explain primary work dependent variables.
A sharp divergence is evident, however, across the HL and FL results with respect to the role that management-level variables play in explaining primary work: 43 percent of U.S. studies used a d-level variable to explain primary work, while 63 percent of international studies explored such a relationship. Studies in the U.S. synthesis showed a greater tendency to explore multi-level relationships within the primary work level (almost 25 percent, compared to only eight percent of international studies). With respect to explaining outputs or outcomes at the service delivery level, researchers of U.S. governance tend to rely primarily on structure explanations, management, and service delivery activities in that order. International studies tend to investigate these same types of dependent variables primarily with management-level explanations and only secondarily with structural explanations.
[ Table 2 about here]
The middle panel of As shown in the bottom panel of Table 2 , significantly fewer studies in both the HL and FL databases use g-level stakeholder assessment dependent variables compared to e-and f-level studies. Due to the very small number of studies in this category, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions about modeling tendencies or patterns.
Looking across e-and f-level measures of performance, both HL and FL syntheses show that studies examining service delivery (e-level) or outputs/outcomes (f-level) often used explanatory variables at the structural level (c-level). These types of studies thus skip one or two levels of governance -management and service delivery -to explain performance changes. however, is whether teachers' attitudes toward the program that resulted from the teaching framework imposed on them could also mediate the exam performance of their students.
In any social science inquiry, some explanatory variables will undeniably mediate the effects of other explanatory variables on performance, a point Boyne (2003, 389) emphasizes as well. The job of public management researchers is to tease out these often subtle, but potentially telling, complex causal relationships between public management variables and public sector performance. The logic of governance provides public management scholars with a framework to recognize (and either accept or reject) the role of mediating variables in their analyses.
Examining the types of relationships that researchers have explored between d-level independent variables and e-or f-level dependent variables may illustrate possible missing pieces of the picture. Among international studies using d-level independent variables to explain variables at the e-and f-levels, researchers seem particularly focused on the role management values and strategies play in determining performance (Table 3) [ Table 3 about here]
The reality of complex causal processes and mediating variables raises a difficult methodological dilemma for public management scholars. Qualitative studies (for example, of analysis that can be studied. For the qualitative researcher, rich detail may be available about many core and mediating factors, but sample size often precludes the ability to convincingly rule out confounding factors. Ultimately, the study of a phenomenon where endogeneity is as complex as public service performance will benefit from both quantitative and qualitative epistemologies.
Regardless of the methodology chosen by public management scholars, the logic of governance is a parsimonious and useful analytical tool for researchers to use when thinking about causal relationships related to performance. At the beginning of the research design process, it provides a systematic checklist for thinking about how explanatory variables operate in reality to affect service provision and outcomes. As the researcher proceeds, the logic of governance can also operate as a check on modeling causal relationships that neglect the mediating effect of variables that fall between explanatory variables and the dependent variable in the logic of governance. Finally, the logic of governance assists in the interpretation of findings, enabling investigators to speculate more precisely on how omitted variables might have influenced their findings, making explicit what is "presupposed."
CONCLUSION
As noted at the beginning of this chapter, a consensus exists among researchers that relatively little is known about determinants of performance. With the almost 1,000 articles in our databases of U.S. and international governance research, we are still not able to say for certain what works, for whom and under what conditions. Yet as Cooper and Hedges (1994, 4) point out, when research results differ, one "should not pretend that there is no problem or decide that just one study, perhaps the most recent one, produces the correct finding. If results that are expected to be similar show variability, the scientific instinct should be to account for the variability by further systematic work." By describing how researchers of U.S. and international public governance are trying to understand governance and performance, we can assess whether we as a research community are asking the right kinds of questions, where more detailed syntheses might be informative, and where further research and replication of results is needed.
While the United States is not exactly an outlier among nations, 7 public governance in the United States is widely regarded as unique in the extent and influence on policy making and public management of its formal separation of powers and of its individualistic orientation. Yet the findings of the FL and HL analyses regarding how researchers understand what works and why both imply that the determinants of government performance are multifarious and are to be found at multiple hierarchical levels of governance that are interrelated in complex ways.
We also noted some key differences between approaches to the study of U.S. and international governance research. International investigators exhibit somewhat different modeling strategies, tending, for example, to favor more linear managerialist hypotheseschanges in structure lead to changes outcomes, for example-than American research, which is more concerned with inter-level complexities and the polycentric nature of governance. A possible justification for this difference is that American public management, heavily influenced by organized interests, the diffusion of power, and legislative and judicial micro-management, is in fact more constrained and polycentric than is the case in more unitary or statist regimes and should be expected to exhibit more complex patterns of outcome determination.
A particularly interesting substantive finding of both the FL and HL studies, as seen in Table 2 but exhibited for other levels of dependent variables as well, is the clear tendency toward hierarchical explanations of primary work and the consequences of government action. In the literature, hierarchy is the backbone of governance. This is not to say that hierarchical influences are necessarily decisive or even particularly effective. Evidence on the effectiveness of the chain of command is, at best, mixed. Nonetheless, our finding is notable because it is at considerable variance with the view of governance popular in both European and American literature as increasingly networked and associational. HL speculate that the widely-touted "paradigmatic"
shift away from hierarchical government toward horizontal governing (hence the increasing preference for "governance" as an organizing concept) is less pervasive than is supposed and that it is usually tactical: polyarchic tools and administrative technologies are being employed, perhaps increasingly so, to facilitate public governance within constitutionally and financially hierarchical regimes. The work of O'Toole (2000, 2004) supports this view (at least at the federal level in the U.S.). Their analysis of U.S. laws and regulations spanning approximately 30 years found numerous instances of multi-actor relationships, but no marked increase in networked relationships (at least as codified in laws and regulations) over this period.
As Frederickson and Smith (2003, 224) note, "hierarchy is necessary for conjunction to exist" because the American political system remains hierarchical and jurisdictional. The "chain of delegation" also characterizes parliamentary democracies (Strøm 2000) . And, when it comes to answering multi-level "why" questions, the evidence suggests that hierarchy preoccupies field researchers. The fact that relatively few studies in either database examined more complex patterns of causality incorporating the configurational, endogenous nature of governance may reflect the paucity of data, which constrains modeling efforts to postulating more straightforward, linear causality. It may well suggest something more revealing, however:
conjectures by hundreds of investigators in specialized domains that the interesting questions of administration and management concern the effects of hierarchical interactions more than of horizontality. We cannot rule out that researchers are investigating these questions (instead of other questions) due to data constraints, but the consistency of research agendas across policy domains and intellectual subfields is suggestive of the kinds of questions, and answers, that are of interest to the audiences for empirical research throughout the worldwide public management community.
This issue warrants much further investigation, however. Achieving greater insights into the interactions between hierarchical authority and the interdependence of the many public-and private-sector agents engaged in service delivery, as Provan and Milward do in this volume, would greatly enlighten our understanding of delegation and accountability, the efficacy of relying on polycentric arrangements to accomplish policy mandates, and the results of so-called "post-bureaucratic" governance arrangements on public service performance and the satisfaction policy makers and citizens derive from it. While the data and conceptual demands of such research are often daunting, the complementarities and tensions between hierarchy and networks are a cutting edge issue for the public management field. 
